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Committees of Council under the
Earlier Stuarts

DURING the later years of Elizabeth the general administration
was concentrated in the hands of the Privy Council. This

body actually accomplished most of the work of the executive.
' The Privy Council,' says Mr. J. E. Daoent,1 ' was in fact a standing

board before which came all such matters as now concern the Home
Office, the War Office, the Board of Admiralty, the Board of Trade, the
Local Government Board, and all the separate departments by which the
government of the country is administered at the present time.'

To appreciate the importance of the changes introduced under the
Stuarts it is necessary to understand the constitution of the Council
at the close of the Tudor period. The volumes of the Privy Council
Register for the last four years of Elizabeth's reign were destroyed
by fire in the time of James I, but the latest extant contains a list
of the privy council dated 80 July 1598. The Council at that time
consisted of twelve members, all of whom were great officers of
state or of the household. It had been purged of the great nobles
who had swayed it in the reigns of Edward VI and Mary and
during the earlier years of Elizabeth herself. The great officers
of state were John Whitgift, archbishop of Canterbury; Sir Thomas
Egerton, lord keeper; Lord Burghley, lord high treasurer; the
earl of Essex, earl marshal; the earl of Nottingham, lord high
admiral; Sir Robert Cecil, chief secretary of state ; and Sir John
Fortescue, chancellor of the exchequer. Besides these, four house-
hold officials were included, the lord chamberlain, the treasurer of
the household, the lord high butler, and the comptroller. This
body bore some resemblance in its composition to a modern
cabinet, but its duties were essentially different. It was occupied
almost entirely with work relegated at the present day to the
departments of state. The cabinet's primary business is to settle
the policy of the government in matters of first importance. Jn
Elizabeth's reign the decision still lay with the queen herself.
Preliminary consultations were confined to individual ministers,

1 Ads of the Privy Council, voL rxii. pp. vii-viii.
VOL. XXI.—NO. LXXXTV. X X
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674 COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL Oct.

especially to the lord treasurer and the secretary of state. When
important affairs were communicated to the Council they were
broached in close sessions, at which the queen was present and of
which no minutes were kept. But the Council was usually asked
merely to ratify decisions already made or to give advice which
was frequently disregarded.*

The Elizabethan system, brought to perfection by the Cecils,
was seriously modified under the Stuarts. For this there were
two principal reasons—the increasing business of the Council and
the growth in its size. While the pressure of home, colonial, and
foreign affairs rendered division of labour expedient, the rise in the
number of members to tbirty or forty made the Council less fitted
for the speedy despatch of business. These difficulties were met by
the increased use of committees to lighten the burden which fell on
the full council. Deliberative committees were not unknown in
Tudor times, particularly under Henry Vlil, but they were not
very important nor very frequent. Under the Stuarts they became
a marked feature of the administration. They were no longer
employed merely to prepare business for the Council, but began to
be entrusted with considerable executive powers. In the time of
James I they were generally temporary in character, but at the
close of his reign those permanent committees began to appear
which formed the peculiar characteristic of the rule of his
successor. The records of these committees are very imperfect.
Bough lists of them are written in the early pages of some of the
volumes of the Privy Council Eegister, and occasionally their
appointment is mentioned in the minutes of the Council; but of
the committees themselves hardly any minutes remain, and the
only other sources of information concerning them are the royal
warrants for their creation and incidental references to them by
contemporaries.

The register of James I's Privy Council prior to 1618 was
destroyed by the same fire which consumed the last volumes of
that of Elizabeth. In the first volume extant there is a list of
twelve temporary committees, including committees for the state
of Ireland, for the household, for the wardrobe, and for the navy.1

In a later volume there is a list of four committees especially
devoted to various departments of Irish affairB.4 These bodies
were appointed to lighten the burden of the main body of the
Council, but in 1617 a committee of a different character was formed.
It was rendered necessary by the secret nature of the business with
which it dealt, and was in fact the precursor of the Foreign Com-
mittee of Charles I. In 1617 the question of the Spanish match

* For a complaint of the council concerning neglect of their counsels see Cotton
MS. Caligula, B. x. 1297 (806).

• Priv7 Council Begirter, James I, i. 617-8. * Ibid. v. 8.
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1906 UNDER THE EARLIER STUARTS 675

was submitted to a body5 composed of Lennox, Bacon, Suffolk,
Pembroke, Buckingham, Arundel, Fenton, Lake, and Digby. This
commission was constituted at the instance of Digby, who was
about to proceed as ambassador to Spain. On Digby's return, in
May 1618, he gave the commissioners an account of his negotiations.
This committee continued in existence during the remainder of
James I's reign, and its numbers were filled up as vacancies
occurred.6

The necessity for secrecy, which had called this committee into
existence, was increasingly felt after the impeachment of Middlesex,
and though it was sometimes met by the irregular expedient of
withholding the details of important matters from the Privy Council
altogether, yet it contributed powerfully after the accession of
Charles I to create a system of permanent committees, which,
however, were also instituted partly in order to entrust certain
•classes of affairs to the regular control of a small body of experts.
Through these committees a subdivision of administration was
developed, resembling in some respects the modern departmental
system. It differed from this system, however, in one notable
respect. Although the business was classified and apportioned to
various committees the same persons were frequently found serving
on several, and, in some cases, on all of them. The names of the
persons constituting the committees can be learned from the lists
prefixed to the volumes of the Privy Council Eegister. These lists,
however, are very rough and imperfect. Some volumes do not
•contain them; others contain them in an incomplete form. At
least five permanent administrative committees can be traced down
to 1640, besides others of a more temporary character. After that
date, in consequence of the disturbed state of affairs, scarcely
any records of internal administration remain. These five com-
mittees are:—1. The Committee for Foreign Affairs. 2. The
•Committee for Trade. 8. The Committee for Ireland. 4. The
Committee for Ordnance. 6. The Council of War. In addition to
these I propose to deal with the two Committees for Scottish
Affairs, which came into existence in 1688-9.

I. The Committee for Foreign Affaira.

Of these the Committee for Foreign Affairs is the best known.
Already in James I's reign the Spanish Committee had begun to
receive that title. Unofficially it was known as the Junto or Junta,
a term borrowed from the administrative councils of Spain and
Italy/ which was afterwards applied to the Foreign Committee.

• Junes I to some of his council, 2 March 1616-7, H*rL MS. 182, ff. 268-7, printed
in Bacon's Work*, 1873, xiii. 146-9; the earl of Bristol's Defence, p. 9 in Camden
Miscellany, TOL YL

• Bristol's Dtfence, pp. 14-S. ' See Ntu> English Diet s.v.
i x 2
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676 COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL Oct.

One of the earliest instances of the use of the term is in a letter
from Chamberlain to Carleton, dated 81 January 1628-4, in which
he refers to the Spanish Committee as ' the Junta for Foreign
Affairs.' 8 The Foreign Committee was not, however, definitely
established until the accession of Charles I. On 9 April 1625 he
issued a commission to Lord Ley (lord treasurer), the duke of
Buckingham, the earl of Pembroke (lord chancellor), Lord
Conway (secretary of state), and Lord Brooke, requiring them to-
take into consideration the renewal of foreign alliances, and especi-
ally what form should be held with Spain, the proposed league
with France, the recovery of the Palatinate, the treaty to be held
at the Hague, the arming of the militia, and the employment of
the navy.9 On 23 April Chamberlain wrote, ' "We talk of a selected
or cabinet council, whereto none are admitted but the duke of
Buckingham, Lord Treasurer, Lord Chamberlain, Lord Brooke, and
the Lord Conway.' 10 In the following June Walter Tonge records
in his diary, ' The king made choice of six of his nobility for his
council of the cabinet, viz. 1, duke of Buckingham; 2, the earl of
Pembroke; 8, the earl of Montgomery; 4, Sir Edward Conway;
5, the archbishop ; and .' u Although the list of members is
incorrect, Yonge probably refers to the Foreign Committee, for at
that date no other permanent committee of the privy council had
been formed.

There is a little doubt, however, whether the Foreign Com-
mittee, appointed in April 1625, was intended to be permanent, for
a list of committees of the Council, dated 28 December 1628 and
endorsed by Lord Dorchester,13 contains no mention of a general
Foreign Committee, while it names no fewer than five commit-
tees devoted to different branches of foreign affairs. But it seems
probable that this paper only enumerates temporary commissions,
such as were continually issued to deal with particular negotiations.
A few months later, on 17 April 1629, the Foreign Committee con-
sisted of the lord treasurer, Lord Weston ; the lord president,
Lord Conway; the earl of Arundel, earl marshal; the lord
steward, the earl of Pembroke; the earl of Holland; the earl of
Carlisle; and Lord Dorchester.13 To these Vane was possibly
added soon after his admission to the Privy Council on 1 June
1680, for on 14 July Sir Thomas Boe wrote to the queen of
Bohemia that upon anything within England Mr. Comptroller,
who was of the cabinet, and one of those who could read whispers,
was abler to inform her what is thought at the Court than the

I State Papers, Domest ic , J a m e s I, olyiii . 72 .
» S. P. , Dom. , Charles I, i. 4 3 - 6 .
10 Chamberlain to Carleton, Court and Times of Charles I, i. 14.
II Yonge's Diary (Camden Soc. , 1848), p. 83 .
11 S. P., DonL, oxiiil. 51, 62. " P. C. Beg., Charles I, v. 11.
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1906 UNDER THE EARLIER STUARTS 677

writer to tell her what is done at St. Paul's.14 But it is more
likely that the phrase ' of the cabinet' merely indicates that Vane
had the king's confidence, for he was not on the Foreign Com-
mittee in 1635.11 On 16 March 1634-5 Laud was called into the
Foreign Committee18 and shortly after he was described as ' the
first of the junto of foreign affairs.1 u Yet in spite of this testimony
to Laud's ascendency in the committee his opponent Windebank
complained in January 1686-7 that the king had commanded it to
meet every week, but that by the contrivance of Sir John Coke
it only met every month or six weeks, when called by the king for
some special occasion.18

In 1686 the committee was composed of six members—Laud,
Juxon, Arundel, Holland, and the secretaries, Coke and Windebank,
and it remained unchanged until October 1689.19 On the 14th of
that month Northumberland was added to it, and two days later
Hamilton and Stratford.10 Vane apparently replaced Coke on the
latter's retirement from the post of secretary in February 1689—10.*1

The committee cannot be traced beyond March 1640, but it may
well have existed longer, for the dangers of the period made every
one averse from committing confidential records to writing.

The nature of the duties of the Foreign Committee are desig-
nated with sufficient precision in the original commission creating
it. Eecords of its proceedings are not numerous, but there are
several allusions to it in the correspondence of Windebank, Sir
Thomas Koe, and others, and, after his admission, in the letters of
Northumberland to the earl of Leicester, then ambassador in
France." In none of the references that I have seen are there
any indications that the committee dealt with matters beyond its
own province or that it occupied the position of a general adminis-
trative body. It is true that it included among its members the
greatest ofiicers of Btate, but the affairs of their departments were
not discussed in the committee.

14 8. P., Dom., olxx. 68.
" P. 0. Beg. x. 1. There is some doubt as to the date of this list, (or it includes

both the lord treasurer and Laud. Now Portland died before Land was placed on
the Foreign Committee and the office of treasurer was in commission until March 1636.
But the Tolome of the Begister containing the list terminates in June 1635. Probably
the treasurer was included ex officio in anticipation of the office being filled.

" Laud's Work*, 1883, iii. 223.
17 Boe to the queen of Bohemia, 5 April 1635, 8. P., Donu, cclxxxvi. 84; for other

references to the Junto about this time see Hamilton to Lord Fielding, 13 November
1636,10 March 1636-7, Hist. Manuscripts Comm., Fourth Report, app., pp. 256-8.

11 S. P., Dom., dxxxiii. 6.
'• Lists prefixed to P. 0. Beg. vols. x. xiii. xv. xrii.
" Northumberland to Leicester, 17 October 1639, Sydney Papers, 1746, ii. 613;

Lady Carlisle to Leicester, 17 October 1689, ibid. li. 614.
11 8. P., Dom., cccclxrii. 42.
B These are printed in the Sydney Papers. See also for some notes of matters to

be submitted to the committee S. P., Dom., ccxcviiL 63.
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678 COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL Oct.

IL The Committee for Trade.
Commissioners for trade are mentioned in James I's reign, and

a definite commission was issued about 1626 to advance home
commodities and to ' repress the ungainefull Importacion of
forraigne Commodities to the end trade may bee ballanced.' M But
it was not thought fit to place any privy councillors on this body:
it was treated as • a BUD Comittee under the Graund Councell.'
In 1630 a Committee for Trade was formed within the Privy
Council, consisting of thirteen members, which remained in per-
manence until 164O.14 The nature of its duties may be estimated
from fairly numerous notes of its proceedings by Secretaries Winde-
bank and Coke among the Domestic State Papers.14 The Com-
mittee of the Council was an executive as well as a consultative
body. The king was often present at its meetings, and in conse-
quence it not merely made reports to the king in council, but also
issued regulations and orders on its own initiative.

During the course of the reign the growing importance of the
colonies occasioned the formation of a separate Committee for
Foreign Plantations, which dealt with the internal affairs of the
American settlements. This committee first came into existence
about the beginning of 1635, when it was composed of the members
of the Committee for Trade, with two additional privy councillors.1*

IE. The Committee for Irish Affairs.
Committees for Irish Affairs, more or less temporary in charac-

ter, existed in the reigns of James I and in the first years of
Charles I.'7 In March 1629 a committee of a more permanent
nature waB established, consisting of eleven privy councillors.18

Early in 1634 this committee was reduced to six members—Laud,
Portland, Arundel, Cottington, Coke, and Windebank **—in order
to consider Wentworth's proposals for reforming the Irish ad-
ministration. Except that Juxon replaced Portland as lord
treasurer the committee remained unchanged until 1640.10 It is
last mentioned in April 1641. From the time of the Ulster Plan-

" S. P., Dom., xliv. 19, quoted in some detail in Cunningham's Growth of English-
Industry and Comment, 1904, ii. 175.

" P. C. Hag., Charles I, vols. V., v i , x., xhX, xv., xvii.
a See Calendar of Domestic State Papers, index, s.v.' Trade;' cf. Cunningham, ut

supra. Dr. Cunningham, however, is mistaken in thinking that the commission of
1626 was permanent, and his subsequent citations properly refer to the committee
of the Council.

" P. C. Beg. voL x.; of. S. P., Colonial, America and West Indies, v ia 51.
17 P. C. Reg., James I, L 617, T. 8; Calendar of State Papers, Ireland, 1625-82,

p. 200; 8. P., Dom., Charles I, mrriii 52.
» P. C. Beg., Charles I, v. 11.
» Windebank to the King, 8 March 1633-4, S. P., Dom, colxii. 21; Land to

Wentworth, 12 April 1634, Land's Works, vii. 66.
- P. C. Beg. vols. x., xiiL, xv., xvii.

 at U
niversity of E

xeter on A
ugust 13, 2015

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/


1906 UNDER THE EARLIER STUARTS 679

tation in the reign of James I there also existed a body of
commissionerB, outside the Privy Council, consisting chiefly of law
officers of the crown, versed in Irish affairs. They constituted a
purely consultative body and sat at Serjeants' Inn, in Fleet Street.

IV. The Committee for Ordnance.

The Committee for Ordnance was formed on a warrant issued
by the king on 2 January 1629-30 to prepare a commission to six
privy councillors, including the lord treasurer, to survey the office
of ordnance.11 "With some slight changes of membership it con-
tinued as a permanent committee in charge of the department
until 1640."

V. The Council of War.

It will be necessary to treat the Council of War in more detail
than the three preceding committees. Like the Committee for
Trade it was not at first composed of privy councillors, nor during
the whole of its existence was it so closely connected with the Privy
Council as the other administrative committees.

At the close of 1620 James's Bon-in-law, the elector palatine,
after his defeat at Prague in November was in danger of losing not
only the kingdom of Bohemia, but also his hereditary dominions.
In order to prevent this catastrophe James contemplated armed
intervention in Germany. In consequence on 18 January 1620-1,
by an order in council, a Council of War for the affairs of the
Palatinate was formed. It consisted of the earls of Oxford, Essex,
and Leicester, Sir Edward Cecil, and five veteran officers who had
had experience in Ireland and elsewhere." None of these nine
commissioners were privy councillors. They were instructed to
consider the provisions of arms, munition, ships, and money

.neededj the mode of supplying them, and the time when they
should be ready. On 18 February they presented a detailed report
to the Privy Council,*4 and they then proceeded to make prepara-
tions for sending succour to the count palatine.15 In instituting
this committee the council intended to avail itself of the assistance
of experts outside its own body in military matters. But two or
three years later the necessity for secrecy caused the formation of
another committee with larger powers. On the failure of the
Spanish match Charles and Buckingham returned home from
Madrid full of hostility to Spain. It became probable that England
would be involved in war with that power, and on 28 March 1628-4
James, in thanking the commons for the grant of supplies, inti-

11 S. P., Dom., dyiii. 8. " P . C. Beg. vols. viii., x,, xiiL, xr., xvii.
" 8. P., Dom., James I, oxix. noa.21-8 ; Yonge's Diary, p. 86. Tonge steteB that

this was the first Council of War in England.
" S. P., Dom., cxix. no. 93. " Ibid. cix. nos. 4, 81.
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680 COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL Oct.

mated that there must be a secret Council of War, lest his designs
be discovered.8* Accordingly in April James appointed Viscount
Grandison, Lords Carew, Brooke, and Chichester, Sir Edward
Con way, Sir Edward Cecil, Sir Horace Vere, Sir John Ogle, Sir
Thomas Button, and Sir Eobert Mansell to act as a Council of War
for assisting the king's allies, recovering the Palatinate, securing
Ireland, and putting the navy in readiness.17 The commons, in
order to retain control of the supplies voted, prescribed an oath for
this Council, by which they were not to issue orders for any money
of the subsidies and fifteenths except according to the act.*8 In
consequence in July they refused to make a grant of 20.000Z. to
Mansfeld without express warrant from the king." In November,
however, they allowed themselves to be overruled, and made a grant
of 55.000Z.40

The death of James dissolved this Council of War, but on 14
April 1625, soon after the accession of Charles, the earl of Pem-
broke, Viscount Grandison, Lord Conway, Sir Francis Morice, Sir
John Ogle, Sir Eobert Mansell, and others were constituted a
Council of War for securing Ireland and for putting the navy in
readiness.41 They were sworn on 2 May."

Early in the following year an important question arose.
Buckingham, in August 1625, finding parliament dissatisfied with
the extent of his authority in affairs of state, had declared that he
had been guided in all his operations by the advice of the Privy
Council or of the Council of War. On the other hand Sir Kobert
Mansell had denied that he had heard any general plan of opera-
tions discussed in the Council of War. Parliament had been dis-
solved before the matter was decided, but on the meeting of a new
parliament the subject was resumed. On 3 March 1625-6 the
Council appeared to reply to certain questions propounded to them
by the house of commons and designed to ascertain the advice of
individual members in regard to the disposal of the subsidies voted
in 1624. These questions, however, they declined to answer, and
Heath, the solicitor-general, gave his opinion that though council-
lors were responsible for their acts their individual opinions could
not form the subject of any investigation.4'

This controversy brought the labours of this Council of War to
an end, but on 8 May a new one was appointed, consisting of Buck-
ingham, Pembroke, Carlisle, Totness, Wimbledon, Grandison, Con-

" S. P., Dom., cbdu nos. 24-9.
" Ibid, cbtiii. no. 21; of. cliii. no. 24, cbriii. nos. 18-̂ 20.
«• Locke to Caileton, 12 May 1624, S. P., Dom., OIDT. 67, dxviL 12.
" Sir Bichard Weston to Secretary Conway, 31 July 1624, S. P., Dom., c l n . no. 82.
• Ibid. dxxi. 81. " S. P., Dom., Charles I, L no. 68.
a Ogle to Carleton, 2 May 1625, S. P., Dom., ii. no. 9.
u Ibid. xxii. no. 18; see also xxii. noa. 67, 60, dxiiii. no. 53. This is the principle

of the modern cabinet.
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1906 UNDER THE EARLIER STUARTS 681

way, Brooke, Vere, Carleton, and Sir John Coke." On 15
February 1627-8 sixteen additional members were added by the
king's direction.4' From this time much of the business was
transacted in committees.** This Council cannot be traced later
than March 1S84,47 but in 1687 it was revived. The new Council,
which was instituted on 17 June, was composed of twenty-three
members, including the treasurer, the high chamberlain, the earl
marshal, and the lord chamberlain. They were ordered to con-
sider such particulars as concern the security of the realm, assist-
ing the king's allies, and all other matters concerning war.48

This Council was the first to feel the disturbing influences that
finally destroyed the government of Charles I. About 1688 we
begin to pass from the systematic and orderly attempt to govern
England through the Privy Council to the irregular expedients of
the years immediately preceding the Civil War. The immediate
effect of the commencement of external disorders on the Council of
War was to transfer the authority it enjoyed from a body composed
partly of soldiers and partly of privy councillors to a committee
composed of privy councillors alone. Its history from this time is
closely connected with that of a new committee, the Committee for
Scottish Affairs.

VI. The First Committee for Scottish Affairs and the
Committee of the Council of War.

About the end of June 1688, when war with Scotland seemed
imminent, Charles ordered six privy councillors, the lord treasurer
Juxon, the earl of Arundel, Lord Cottington, the Secretaries Coke
and Windebank, and the comptroller, Sir Henry Vane, to form a
committee to deal with Scottish business.49 Such at least is the
account of George Garrard, the master of the Charterhouse. The
earl of Newburgh, writing a day later, says that he heard in
London, on 80 June, ' that the king had made a junto ' for Scottish
affairs ' of four, the archbishop and the earl marshal,80 the compt-
roller and Secretary Cooke.'sl Later accounts show that Garrard's
statement is correct, for the earl of Northumberland, who was
shortly added, says, when writing to Strafford on 28 July, that the
committee was divided in regard to the course of action to be adopted,
and that, while Arundel, Cottington, and Windebank were in favour
of war, Vane was for peace and Coke and he himself were also

** S. P., Dom., xxvi. 83. u Ibid, xoiii 18, 87. u Cf. dxxxi. 86.
" P. C. Reg. H March 1638-4.
- S. P., Dom., ccliii. ft. 17, 24 ; clxi. no. 118.
• Garrard to Strafford, 3 July 1688, Strafford Letters, 1739, li. 181.
•• ArundeL
11 Newbnrgh to the earl of Middlesex, 4 July 1638, Hist. Manuscripts Comm.

Fourth Report, app., p. 298.
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682 COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL Oct.

inclined to -that way." The six privy councillors originally com-
posing the Scottish Committee were selected from those who were
also members of the Council of War. As the questions which were
submitted to this committee were of a military character this was
quite fitting. This expedient, however, not appearing sufficient to
ensure a vigorous administration, the seven members of the
Scottish Committee were also constituted a committee of the Council
of War for providing arms, &o., for the army of the north." On
26 July a sum of 200,0002. was placed at their disposal in the
treasury." This committee was sometimes styled the Committee
of the Council of War, sometimes the Council of War, its older
character of Scottish Committee becoming merged. That it was
entirely distinct from the Foreign Committee is clear. Laud, the
leading member of the Foreign Committee, was not on the Scottish
Committee,88 while on the other hand Northumberland, whose in-
fluence was great in the north, was a member of the latter from
July 1638, but was not added to the Foreign Committee until
14 October 1689.

On 16 January 1688-9 the duke of Lennox, the marquis of
Hamilton, the lord chamberlain,86 the earls of Holland, Dorset,
Salisbury, and Morton, and the vice-chamberlain8T were added to-
the Committee of the Council of War.68 On 17 January Essex
and Newport were added,89 and on 21 January the lord great
chamberlain, the earl of Lindsey. On the same day the whole
committee was temporarily divided into three sub-committees.
This elaboration was preparatory to the king's journey northwards,,
and indeed two of the sub-committees were occupied with the
details of the king's journey.60

VII. The Second Committee for Scottish Affairs.

The enlarged Committee of the Council of War was obviously
unfitted for confidential communications, and in consequence after
Charles's return to London in the autumn it was found necessary
to form a new committee to deal with Scottish business. Accord-
ingly Strafford, Laud, and Hamilton were ' called in to consult of
the Scotch affaires,'81 and to form the nucleus of. the new com-
mittee. The subject of their deliberations was kept secret and
roused much curiosity. 'There is ane othere littell Junto, that is

•» Strafford Letters, ii. 186. . •* 8. P., Dom., cccxcvi. p. 4.
w Ibid, ccoxcv. no. 85; ccciCTi. p. 1. Vol. cccxcvi. ol the Domestio State Papers

ol Charles I is an entry book of documents relating to the Council of War from
26 July 1638 to 22 January 1640-1.

u Laud's Works, vii. 468. M The earl of Pembroke.
" Sir Thomas Jermyn. *• S. P., Dom., ecccii. 100.
- Ibid, ccccix. 106. - Ibid, ecccii. 162.
" Northumberland to Leicester, 17 October 1639, Sydney Papers, it 614.
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1906 UNDER THE EARLIER STUARTS 688

mutch aprehended hear,' writes Lady Carlisle, after mentioning
her brother's appointment to the Foreign Committee, ' of which
there is but three, the Bishope, and Hambleton, and Deputy.
They have met twice, and the World is full of Gueees for the
Ocation of it.'M The new secret committee Boon developed in size.
On 24 October the earl of Northumberland informed the earl of
Leicester,' We have here a new Committie appointed by his Majesty,
that for these 8 or 4 Dayes past, hath dayly attended him. Of
this Committie there is the Arche Bishope, Lord Treasurer, Marq.
Hamilton, Lord Deputie, Lord Cottington, Sir Henry Vane, Secri-
tarie Windebank, and my selfe.' He then proceeded to intimate
that he was debarred from revealing the subject of their consulta-
tions.** A week later he wrote that he hoped the committee would
soon come to some resolutions which would be imparted to the
Privy Council, and that then he would inform Leicester concerning
their deliberations.94 At last on 12 December he informed his
correspondent that this committee had been engaged in consider-
ing 'by what means the rebellious Scots should be brought to
obedience.'61 The necessity for secrecy had been that day removed
by the submission to the Privy Council of the resolution of the
committee to advise the summons of a parliament.6* Laud,
who terms this body the Committee of Eight, gives a list of
members, which is identical with Northumberland's. He states
that it was formed on account of the violations of the pacification
by the Scots and of questions raised in the Scottish parliament, and
that Arundel was afterwards added to it.*r

About the close of 1689 the second Scottish Committee seems
to have been specially designated the Cabinet Council by members
of the Court, in consequence, no doubt, of the secrecy observed as to
the subject of its deliberations and also in contradistinction to the
Foreign Committee, which had long been known as the Junto.68

During the meeting of parliament the committee was almost
inactive. Immediately after the dissolution on 5 May it met at
Whitehall to discuss the course to be pursued. The original eight
members were present, but not Arundel. Strafford urged resolute
measures and the employment of the Irish army ' to reduce this
kingdom.' After the meeting of the Long Parliament Vane's notes
of the session, containing this ambiguous phrase, were revealed to
the house of commons by his son and formed a serious ground of

» Lady Carlisle to Leicester, 17 October 1639, ibid.
" Ibid. Ii. 615. - Ibid, i i 616.
° Ibid. ii. 633.
" Ibid^. Windebank to Hopton, 18 December 1689, Clartndon Stats Papers, ii. 81;

Clarendon's History of the Great Rtitttion, i t 61.
" Land's WorJu, Ui 288, 282-8.
" See S. P., Dom., cccoxlv. 81, and cocexlvii. 80, L, for the term cabinet, and

ccccxliv. 64 and ccccxlviL 42 for Junto and Foreign Committee.
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accusation against the lord deputy.69 The king's final conclusion
was to pursue the war with vigour.70

YIII. Clarendon's Committee of State.

The history of the administrative committees has now been
traced as late as the earlier months of 1640. Before the close of
the year they had entirely disappeared. In the intervening months
there are no contemporary references to the inner administration.
The last document throwing light on the system is the paper con-
taining a copy of Vane's brief notes at the meeting of the Scottish
Committee on 5 May. The production of these notes at Strafford's
impeachment caused Charles and his ministers to destroy every
memorandum in their possession. Though the register of the
Privy Council continues, the register of the Council of Charles I,
unlike that of the Council of Charles II, makes hardly any allusions
to the committees of its own body. The only passage which
throws much light on the position is the well-known one in the
History of the Great Rebellion, in which Clarendon describes the
situation of the government just before the meeting of the Great
Council at York in September.

The bulk and burden of state affairs, whereby the envy attended
them likewise, lay principally upon the shoulders of the lord archbishop
of Canterbury, the earl of Strafford, and the lord Cottington; some others
being joined to them, as the earl of Northumberland for ornament, the
lord bishop of London for his place, being lord high treasurer of England,
the two secretaries, Sir H. Vane7I and Sir Francis Winnibanke, for
service and communication of intelligence; only the marquis of Hamilton
indeed, by bis skill and interest, bore as great a part as he had a mind to
do, and had the skill to meddle no further than he had a mind.
These persons made up the committee of state (which waa reproachfully
after called the juncto, and enviously then in court the cabinet council),
who were upon all occasions when the secretaries received any extra-
ordinary intelligence or were to make any extraordinary despatch, or as
often otherwise as was thought fit, to meet: whereas the body of the
council observed set days and hours for their meeting, and came not else
together except specially summoned.71

The system of administration here described by Clarendon has
attracted attention from its points of resemblance to the cabinet
of later times. It cannot, however, be regarded as the ordinary
system during the reign. The sis persons whom Clarendon
describes as composing the council of state are identical with those
who formed the second Scottish Committee. It seems, therefore,

" A copy of Vane's notes is printed in the Hist. Manuscripts Comvu, Third Report,
app., p. 8, from the manuscripts of the house of lords, and a less accurate Tersion in
Whitelocke's Memorials, 1782, p. 43.

™ Northumberland to Leicester, 7 May 1640, Sydney Papers, ii. 682.
11 Vane was appointed secretary of state in succession to Coke on 3 February

1639-40.
n Bist. of the Great Bebellion, ii. 99.
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possible that, as the situation became critical in the course of the
year 1640, the province of that committee was enlarged to include
urgent matters in other departments of state, and that in the later
months of the year the separate administrative committees were
replaced by a less formal body with more extensive powers. But in
estimating the historic value of Clarendon's account it should be
remembered that he did not himself at that time enjoy the confi-
dence of the king, that none of the six councillors whom he describes
as forming the Council of State were at any time his particular
intimates, and that the nature of the business he ascribes to them
was peculiarly secret and confidential. It is also worthy of
remark that on three occasions when it is definitely certain that
he is referring to the Scottish Committee he describes it as the
' committee of the council which used to be consulted in secret
affairs,'" as ' the Committee of State, which they called the
Cabinet Council,' u and as the ' Cabinet Council.'7S It is probable,
therefore, that, while he is undoubtedly correct in ascribing to the
six members of the Scottish Committee an especial share of the
king's confidence, he attributes too definite a form to their authority
when he describes them as a committee of state, a juncto, or a
cabinet (i.e. secret) council. We have seen that a few months
earlier the two latter terms were applied respectively to the
Foreign and the Scottish Committees, which then dealt only with
distinct and limited provinces of the administration. As their
deliberations were private and as in the case of the Scottish Com-
mittee the subject under discussion was unknown even in court
circles, politicians of the parliamentary party may well have
ascribed to them considerably more extended powers than they
actually possessed. Although Charles I's administrative commit-
tees were distinctly departmental, yet the fact that the same
persons sat in several and in some cases all of them would tend
to enhance the confusion of an observer from without. It may,
therefore, be said that while it is certain that the system described
by Clarendon must in any case have been temporary, there is no
independent evidence of its existence in the definite form he
describes. His .Committee of State resembles more nearly the
junto of six created by the king in the autumn of 1648,76 in which
Clarendon himself was included, or the Foreign Committee called
into being after the Kestoration," than any administrative body
existing prior to 1640. In any case it may be affirmed with
certainty that there is no identity between the junto described by
Clarendon and Charles I's Committee for Foreign Affairs, as haa
sometimes been conjectured by recent writers.

• E. I. CABLTLE.

n Hist, of ike Great Rebellion, ii. 6L " Ibid. iii. 118. » Ibid. iiL 181.
'• Clarendon's Life, iii. 87; Clarendon State Papers, i i 286, 290.
n Continuation of (he Hittory of the Grand Rebellion, § 46.
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